withstand the mounting empirical evidence that Eaves, Eysenck, and Martin produced.
Indeed, today, Martin et al. (1986) , is considered the seminal piece in the genetics and sociopolitical attitudes literature. The 'Transmission of Social Attitudes' relied on over 4500 Australian and British twin pairs, and assessed 50 attitudes. They found a high degree of assortative mating on attitudes, and little evidence of vertical cultural inheritance; a genetic model for family resemblance was required to explain individual differences in social attitudes. That is, 'social facts' accounted for very little variance in attitudes and, rather, one's genetically informed psychological disposition and personal experiences explained why individuals differ in their attitudes. The finding was a direct challenge to centuries of belief on attitudes. Several papers and books from these scholars followed, expanding upon their initial findings through larger US and Australian samples and utilizing extended kinship models, which took into account assortative mating and gene-environment covariance, among other factors (Eaves, Eysenck, & Martin, 1989; Eaves et al., 1999; Posner, Baker, Heath, & Martin, 1996) . Eaves and Martin's contemporaries in psychology took notice and began using the alternative twins reared apart design. Tom Bouchard and Matthew McGue relied on over a 100 pairs of identical twins reared apart, and produced strikingly similar findings to the twin-reared-together studies (Bouchard, Lykken, McGue, Segal, & Tellegen, 1990 , Bouchard & McGue, 2003 . These studies resulted in psychologists' placing attitudes on a par with personality with regard to familial transmission.
Yet, any discussion of genetic influence remained absent in the discipline of political science, the field in which the study of attitudes is a central theme (for an exception see Madsen, 1986) . That is, until 2005, when several groups of political scientists began to show an interest in this area. The first paper published was by John Hibbing and John Alford, who contacted Dr Eaves for access to his data through their colleague, Cary Funk, who was at the same institution as Dr Eaves. As result of this meeting, in 2005, Alford, Funk and Hibbing published a landmark piece in the American Political Science Review. The article relied on the same data and correlations provided by Eaves (Eaves et al., 1989 (Eaves et al., , 1999 , but recast them toward a political science audience. For decades, the Eaves and Martin discoveries lay dormant, but once introduced directly into the political science literature, it launched an awakening in the social sciences, and an unprecedented move toward the inclusion of dispositional traits in the study of social and political phenomena. Since 2005, over 40 publications by political scientists that utilize behavior genetics models and data to explore political phenomena have been published in the highest impact political science journals. These studies have begun to integrate the theoretical, conceptual, and methodological approaches of behavioral genetics and political science (for a review, see Hatemi, Dawes et al., 2011) . Studies included: identifying the heritability of voter turnout (Fowler, Baker, & Dawes, 2008) ; exploring common genetic influence on attitudes and vote choice using multivariate twin models (Hatemi, Medland, Morley, Heath, & Martin, 2007) ; utilizing extended kinships and assortative mating to identify special twin environments and passive gene-environment covariation (Eaves & Hatemi, 2008; Hatemi et al., 2010) ; conducting longitudinal twin studies (from children to adulthood) on attitudes (Hatemi, Funk, et al., 2009) ; exploring the covariance between personality , partisanship, and intensity (Hatemi, Alford, Hibbing, Martin, & Eaves, 2009; Settle, Dawes, Christakis, & Fowler, 2010; Verhulst, Hatemi & Martin, 2010; Verhulst, Eaves, & Hatemi, 2012) ; normative implications of genetics (Hatemi & McDermott, 2011b) ; gene-environment interplay on political violence (Hatemi & McDermott, in press) ; the difference between sex and gender and its impact on vote choice and attitudes McDermott & Hatemi, 2011) ; candidate gene relationships between dopamine, monoamine oxidase and catechol-o-methyltransferase, and voter turnout (Dawes & Fowler, 2009; ; and genome-wide analyses on attitudes . By 2011, it was clear that genetics could no longer be ignored in mainstream political science. This research coincided with the inclusion of a wide array of neurobiological approaches such as neuroscience (Fowler & Schreiber, 2008) , physiology (Oxley et al., 2010) , and endocrinology (McDermott, Tingley, Cowden, Frazzetto, & Johnson, 2009) , which signaled that the discipline was undergoing a major change.
However, only a handful of political scientists remained responsible for nearly all the research that integrated behavioral genetics and political science. Two important, but intertwined, challenges emerged from this meeting. The first was that it was necessary to generate new twin data, specific to political science, freely available to the discipline. There was a significant amount of criticism directed toward the data used in the extant literature. The large twin studies conducted by Nick Martin and Lindon Eaves, which were the foundation for most of the publications in this area, relied upon attitudinal and voting measures that were not the standard measures common to political science. Moreover, the data were collected in the 1980s and 1990s. Thus, the age of the data and question wording became points of contention. Furthermore, most twin data are linked to large registries and part of ongoing and active studies, and are not publically available, making it difficult for new entrants to engage this area of research.
The second challenge was accessibility. The majority of political scientists have no training in biology or genetics, and science courses are typically not required for undergraduate or graduate programs in political science. In addition, the methodological techniques utilized in behavioral genetics are uncommon in political science; there was a specific need to train those who want to conduct Peter K. Hatemi primary research in this area, as well as to create informed consumers.
The core group of scholars at this meeting undertook three tasks to meet these challenges. The first was to contribute to an edited volume, now published (Hatemi & McDermott, 2011a) , which guided the unfamiliar political scientist through evolution to heritability, gene-environment interaction, candidate genes, hormones, and the neuroanatomy of political behavior. The volume provides both the theoretical and methodological tools necessary for interested scholars to directly engage in this area of research.
The second endeavor was to provide data to those in political science who wanted to conduct primary research in this area. Some of this work occurred previous to the meeting; the National Science Foundation funded a data collection project to produce an abbreviated national election studies twin data set for the 2008 election (0721378, PI: Hibbing, Alford, Funk, Hatemi, & Smith) . This data is publically available at www.unl.edu/polphyslab. At the same time, several other political twin data collection projects began. Robert Klemmensen and Asbjørn Sonne Nørgaard at Syddansk Universitet launched the first Danish twin political study. In addition, Alford, Hatemi, Hibbing, Smith, & Martin (0721707) began a multiplewave study of economic, emotional, and political behavior in Australia. Table 1 provides a summary of the measures collected and sample sizes of these recent studies.
This combination of data should provide unparalleled insight into the sources of individual differences on political traits. Measures include voting, nonvoting participation, efficacy, trust, interest, knowledge, emotion, rationality, personality, familial influence, attitudes, religiosity, and morality, among many others. The measures were taken from general social science surveys and country-specific surveys such as the American National Elections Studies, as well as those that generalize across countries, such as the World Values Survey. Other measures include standardized personality scales and well-known instruments for emotion reading. Through these data collection efforts, the papers in this issue address questions on direction of causality, genetic and environmental covariance, and unequal environments, among others.
The third effort revolved around providing specific instruction to those wanting to conduct this kind of research, but who lacked training. As a response, the National Science Foundation funded political scientists (0921008, PI: Hatemi) to attend the 2010 International Workshop on Statistical Genetics and Methodology of Twin and Family Studies at Boulder, and to take part in a follow-up, hands-on workshop at the Virginia Institute for Psychiatric and Behavioral Genetics (1047687, PI: Hatemi), in which students brought their own data and designs to work with faculty to produce publishable papers. This issue is the fruit of those political scientists who attended the two workshops. The issue includes eight empirical studies on topics of central importance to political science. Indeed, the foundation of a democratic society rests on trust in the political system, efficacy, being informed of policy and governmental decisions, and, most of all, political participation.
We begin with Levente Littvay's empirical test of the equal environments assumption with regard to political attitudes. A great deal of criticism has been levied against twin studies regarding the potential for unequal environmental influence by zygosity type, specifically with regard to political attitudes.
We follow with Robert Klemmensen and colleagues' comparison of genetic and environmental sources of variance in political interest across two very different Western political cultures, Denmark and the USA. Sven Oskarsson and colleagues' exploration of the heritability of social trust and its relationship to other personality traits in a large Swedish twin sample follows. These studies address one of the major shortcomings in the genetics and politics literature. That is, past studies of genetic influences on political traits have so far relied on two very similar populations, with similar political institutions and cultural climates, the USA and Australia. These two papers examine if genetic influences on political traits markedly differ in varied political and cultural contexts such as social welfare states, namely Sweden and Denmark.
The next set of papers focuses on the source of the relationship between predictors and political traits. Kevin Arceneaux, Martin Johnson and Hermine Maes explore the potential for a common genetic influence on variation in educational attainment, political interest, and political knowledge. Brad Verhulst takes the core predictors of political participation in the social science literature and explores the source of the covariance between the predictors and participation.
The issue follows with two studies by Skyler Cranmer and Christopher Dawes; and Allan Stam, Alexander Von HagenJamar, and Alton Worthington, which focus on foreign policy attitudes and their relationship to ideology and the perception of the world as a dangerous place. The final empirical paper by D'andra Orey provides an exploration of social and genetic influences on ethnocentric attitudes. We close with a detailed study description of the Danish political twin study, which is compared to a random Gallup study taken at the same time.
For many of these scholars, this is the first time they have conducted behavioral genetic analyses, and this issue represents, at long last, the beginning of the conversation between political science and genetics.
